tion-transcendent meanings. But this leads to the primary reason why I bypass the stronger version of the Hermetic Thesis here: The reasoning in favour of this view would closely parallel the one I shall offer below as the strongest argument for the translational variant of that thesis. Hence, to avoid tedious repetition, I shall confine myself to one deployment of this reasoning. Its application to the stronger position will be obvious from the use to which I put it below; so will the way in which it can be countered.
II
To examine the weak version of the Hermetic Thesis, we must first agree on what is to be understood by a translation. In the debate over translatability, authors have often arrived at contradictory conclusions on the basis of identical arguments and examples, due to the fact that they impose different constraints upon the notion of translation. 2 And often such constraints have not been explicitly spelled out. A clarification is needed. Trivially and minimally, a translation is a pairing of meaning-equivalent expressions from different languages. We may raise this a little beyond triviality by plugging in a substantive theory of meaning, namely the theory which construes meaning as a function of truth or satisfaction conditions (with or without an additional requirement that these conditions be epistemically accessible); translation is then made out to be the pairing of expressions, from different languages, with identical truth or satisfaction conditions. But presumably the ordinary notion of translation goes further than this. We would hardly call a large and intricately interwoven set of sentences of one language a translation of an atomic sentence of another language (i.e. a sentence not subject to further analysis in that language), despite coincidence of truth conditions, nor would we accept a highly complex term of the first language as a translation of a simple term in the second. An example might be the terms "seven" and "27-45+5 2 " which have identical satisfaction conditions in all possible worlds but which do not intuitively translate each other. Some additional requirement of identical logical form seems to be at play, a notion related to Carnap's concept of intensional isomorphism, calling for the aligned expressions to have identical decompositions into atomic semantic parts. Perhaps it could even be maintained that our everyday notion of translation calls for grammatical equivalence, too: a passive construction in the translated language must not be mapped into an active construction in the
